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Prior art documents discussed: 



Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

^ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

O It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
examiner called applicants' representative to propose an amendment in order to put the application for allowance. It 
was indicated to applicants' attorney that claim 17 as amended is still anticipated by the cited reference, Smigo et al., 
because the composition of the reference is added to the size press at the dry end of the paper machine. At that point 
the web is not completely dried, and therefore the reference still reads on those claims. It was proposed to include the 
limitations of claim 25 onto claim 17 to clearly define that the composition was added at the pulping or wet end of the 
papermaking process. Mr. Cassidy agreed with the changes. . 



